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RECEIVED 
CENTRAL FAX CENTER 

SEP 2 6 2006 

REMARKS 

I'hib Amcudiiicni i5 submined in response lo ihe Office Action dared August 9, 2006. in ihc 
Urtke Aciiun, ihe Paieni Office objcciud lo ihe arawin^s. Additionally, the Patent Office rejected 
Claims 1-4. 19-29. 42, 43 and 44 under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Masters 
(United States Patent Application Number; 2U02/0006602) in view of Blanchard ei al. (United 
States Patent Application Number: 2002/00895 1 3), Further still, the Patent Office rejected Clauns 6- 
13. 15-16, 31-38 and 40-41 under 35 U.S.C §l03(a) as being unpatenable owtr Musters in view of 
Blanchard trt ul m funher view of Gordon (United States Patent Application Number: 
2002/0099725). Additionally, the Patent Office rejected Claims 5, 17-18 and 30 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Masters in view oX Blanchard in fiinher view of Lumberrtsea 
( United States Patent Application Number; 2002/0024528). The Patent Oftice then rejected Claims 
14 and 39 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable oyf^v Masters m view of Blanchard in view 
K\fNurdu2Z( t:r at (United States Patent Number: 6,636,837). 

By ihc prcstrni amendment. Applicant submits that this response along with the amendments 
uvorcome ihe objections and rejections to the claims by the Patent Office. More specifically, the 
applicant has amended the drawings and submitted them herewith as replacement drawings. 
Additionally, the applicant has amended Claims I and 22. Applicant submits that the replacement 
drawings, and the amendments to the claims overcomes the objections and rejections to the claims 
by the Patent Office. Notice to that effect is requested. 

In the preseni Office Action, the Patent Office rejected Claims 1-4, 19-29. 42, 43 and 44 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Masters in view oX Blanchard et al More 
specifically, the Patent Office states that Master:^ teaches: providing a room setting user interface 
comprising a plurality of available room senings; obtaining a selected room setting from the user via 
the room setting user interface; providing a product user interface comprising a plurality of available 
pi uUui:i:>, obiaining a selected product form ihe user via the product user interface; providmg a color 
u^cr int^-rfacc comprising a plurality of available colors for the selected product; obtaming a selected 
color from the user via the color user interface; and displaying a visualization of the selected product 
in the selected color in the selected room scning. Moreover, the Patent Office states that Masttrs 

1 



PAffi9/18^RCVDAT9/2fil20067:58:28PM [Eastern DayligM 



S8P-26-06 05:01pin Froa-RUTAN 4 TUCKER, LLP- 714-546-9035 T-0B4 P. 10/18 F-541 



leaches the color user inierfece comprises a color wheel displaying ibe selecied color and a plurality 
of colors related to the selected color, Addxiionally. the Patent Office states ih;Ai Masters teaches the 
color user interface highlights colors that have matching products; and computer implcmenied 
method is implemented on a server that can be remotely accessed by the user over a network. The 
Patent Office funher assens ihai Masitrs teaches the network is the imemei and that the method 
funhcr tompnses ordering the selected product m the selected color. The Patent Office then states 
that Masters does not expressly teach wbere the selected colors on the color pallet include variations 
of the selected color. iJ/awcAflrfiT teaches a system tor use m the decorating/architectural decoratmg 
field tor calculating harmonized color schemes. Funhcr, the Patent Office states that Blanchard 2Xso 
icuchcs wherem the plurality of colors mclude variations of the selected color. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the an at the time of the invention to have modified the mvemion 
ai Masters to have included wherein the plurality of colors include variations of the selected color as 
taught by Blanchard in order to provide a user with harmonizing color schemes according to iheir 
preferences and eliminate color mismatches. 

Masters teaches a computerized system for providing mterior design by allowing a 
homeowner to enter interior design requirements and selecting interior design treatments according 
to the homeowner's design requirements so that a grouping of compatible mterior design treatments 
is provided for the homeowner to be used in decorating the homeowner's home. 

Masters utilizes a computerized system for interior design functions wherein the system 
includes a computer processor, a computer readable medium in electronic communication with the 
processor, a database in electronic communication with the processor containing data representing 
mdividuul inicnur design ireiiimenlii seU'Ciable by selection criteria, an input device in 
juuununicaiiun wjrh ihe processor for inpmting a homeowner's design requu-ements, an output 
device in cummunicauon wnh the processor for providing output to the homeowner^ and a set of 
computer readable instructions embodied within the computer readable medium controlling the 
processor for receiving the design requirements from ihe input device. 

Blanchard teaches a sysrem and method for calculating harmonizing colors based on a 
reference color. In a first embodiment, the invention includes (a) defining a reference color in a 
uniform color space, (b) convening the hue of the reference color firom the uniform color space to an 
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artists color wheel, {c) deiertnimng harmonuing colors tor rhe reference color wiibin ibe anisis color 
wheel. Id) coaveaing ihe hues of ihe harmonizing colors from rhe anisrs color wheel to ibe uniform 
color space, and (ej displaying the harmonmng color information. In a second embodiment, abrown 
region is defined fbr colors having red/orange/yellow hues and low chroma values. Additional 
harmoni2mg colors are determined when cirher the reference color or one of toe harmonizing colors 
falls within the brown region. 

Amended Claim I requires a computer jmplemenied method for allowmg a user lo visualize 
differing types of window coverings wiihm a room setting. As discussed with the Examiner in a 
phone interview, this claim is specifically tailored to window nreatments. Applicant has added this 
sub-element in the body of the claims to more specifically point out the claimed invention.The 
method comprises the steps of: providing a room setting user interface comprising a plurality of 
available room settings; obtaining n selected room sening from the user via the room setting 
user jnrerfoce, providing a product user interface comprising a plurality of available 
products; obtaining a selected product from the user via a touch screen product user interface; 
providing a color user interface comprising a plurality of available colors for the selected product 
wherein the plurality of colors includes variations of the selected color; obtaining a selected color 
from the user via the color user interface; and displaying a visualization of the selected product in the 
selected color »n ihe selected room semng. 

However, Masters does not teach or suggest a computer implemented method for allowing a 
user to visualise differing types of window coverings within a room setting as contemplated by the 
present invention. Although Masters makes passing reference to window treatment, it is not specific 
to this type of interior decoration. Masters is referring to a plurality of intenor treannenis including 
walls, fiimiture, flooring and the like. On the contrary. Masters only teaches the general sening of 
the room. Moreover, Mastt^rs does not teach or suggest a computer implemented method for 
allowing a user to visualize differing types of home decor products within a room setting wherein 
the user is provided a color user interface that includes a plurality of color variations of the selected 
color as required by Claims I and 22 of the present invennon. Further, contrary to what the Patent 
Ortice stales, BlanchurU docs not teach on mierior design or decorating field at all. Blanchurd 
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simply teaches a computerized color wheel. Any argument thai Blanchard is analogous an is purely 
speculative. 

AckJirionally, neither Masters nor Blanchard teach or suggest the computer unplememed 
meihod tor allowing a user to visualize differing types of home decor products within a room setting 
wherein the method allows the user to obtain a selected room settmg from the user via a touch screen 
room sening user interface wherein the selected room comprises pre-set examples of die room and 
user input of actual room as required by Claims 1 and 22 of the present mvemion. 

The Patent Office may argue as it did m the Office Action thai Nardozzi covers the touch 
screen clcmi^in However, as discussed below NarJozzi is not analogous art, and a person of ordinaiy 
skill in the an of window coverings would not be motivated to combine Nardozzi^ Blanchard and 
Musif^rs 10 come up with the present mvention. Further, the Patent Qtrice arguments uiiemptmg lo 
show motivation still does not amount to a prima facie case of obviousness. 

It is submined that the question under §103 is whether the totality of the an would 
collectively suggest the cluimed invention to one of ordinary skill in this art. ^g f^^Amon. 461 
F.2d I3S7, 174 USPQ 114 (CCPA 1972). 

That elements, even distinguishing elements, arc disclosed in the art is alone insufRcient, 
It is common to find elements somewhere in the an. Moreover, most if not all elements perform 
their ordained and expected functions. The test is whether the mvention as a whole, in light of 
the reaching of the reference, would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the an at the 
imie the mvention was made. Conneil v. Sears. Roebuck: & Co. , 722 F.2d 1542, 220 USPQ 193 
(Fed, Cir,- 1983). 

It IS insurtlcicnt that the an disclosed components of Applicants' invention. A teaching. 
suHgesiion, or incentive must exist to make the combuiation made by Applicants, Interconnect 
PlanmngCorp v. FeiK 774 F.2d 1 132, 1 143, 227 USPQ 543, 551 (Fed. Cir. 1988). 
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In View of ihe tbregomg remarks and amendmenu, cbe rejecuon of Clainw 1-4, 19-29, and 
42-44 under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as being unpatentable oyer Masters in view of Blanchard ikBS been 
uvcicuinL- and should be withdrawn. Nonce to that effect is requested. 

As to the rcjeciiun of Claims 6- 13, 1 5- 1 6, 31 -38 and 40-41 under 35 U,S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Masters m view of Blanchard ei al and in further view of Cordon. Applicant 
respectfully asserts that the claim is further believed allowable over Masters and Blanchard ei al. 
and Gordon, for the same reasons set fonh with respect to independent Claims I and 22. since the 
claim sets fonh additional novel elemems of Applicant's Method of Visualizing diftering types of 
window coverings wiihm a room seitmg. Moreover, Applicant respectfully asserts that the 
umendmem lo Claims 1 and 22 further distinguish the present invention from the prior an reference. 

Again. Masters teaches a computerized system for providing interior design by allowing a 
homeowner to enter mierior design requirements and selecting interior design treatments according 
to the homeowner's design requirements so that a grouping of compatible interior design treatments 
is provided for the homeowner to be used in decorating the homeowner's home, 

Must*fr.\ utili7es a computerized system for interior design functions wherein the system 
mciudes a compuier processor, a computer readable medium m electromc conrmmnication widi the 
processor, a database in electronic communication with the processor containing data representing 
individual inienor design treatments selectable by selection criteria, an input device in 
conununication with the processor for inputting a homeowner's design requirements, an output 
device in communicution with the processor for providing output to the homeowner, and a set of 
computer readable instructions embodied within the computer readable medium controlling the 
processor for receiving the design requirements from the input device. 

Blanchard teaches a system and method for calculating harmonizmg colors based on a 
reference color. In u first embodiment, the inveniion includes (a) defining a reference color in a 
uniform color space, (b) converting the hue of the reference color from the unitbmi color space to an 
uni^is culor wheel, tc) dciemiitung harmonizing colors for the reference color within the artists color 
wheel. Id) cunvcrting the hues of the harmonizing colors from die anisis color wheel to the umform 
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color space, and (e) displaying ihe barmoniiing color infonnarion. In a second embodiment, a brown 
region is defined for colore having red/orange/yellow hues and low chroma values. Additional 
harmonizing colors arc determined when cither the reference color or one of the harmonizing colors 
falk within the brown region, 

Gordon teacftes a system for managing a development project for a customer that includes at 
least one database having data, and allows the customer to select at least one selected product from 
ai least one of the databases, and provides for viewing at least one selected product. The system 
allows customer to ntanage a project through a website and detennine bow various changes to the 
project will affect cost, time and other variables. The system can also allow customer to collaborate 
on a development project with msiallers, architects and other workers. The system allows customer 
10 match a product lo panicular requirements. A kiosk system allows customer to view vanous 
prcjUucis within the srore, mukc .selections through the kiosk and, potentially, match product to a 
panicular requirement 

However, as stated above Blanchard has no relation whatsoever with the computerized 
system described in Masters and/or the present invention. There is no correlation and a person of 
ordinary skill in the an would not have been motivated to combine Blanchard w(X Masters to come 
up with the applicant's invention. Additionally, adding Gordon to the equation just adds another 
non-analogous piece of prior art that is added to two already non-analogous pieces of prior an in an 
attempt to reject the invention. 

It is submitted that the question under §103 is whether the totality of the an would 
collectively suggest the claimed invention to one of ordinary skill in this an. In re Simon, 461 
f ,2d 1387, 174 USPQ 1 14 (CCPA 1972). 

That Clements, even distinguishing elements, are disclosed in the an is alone insufficient 
h i> vummun to tlnd dements somewhere in the an. Moreover, most if not all elements perform 
itieir ordained and expected functions. The test is whether the invention as a whole, in light of 
the teaching of the reference, would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the an at the 
time the invention was made. Connell v. Sear ^- Roebuck A Co.. 722 F.2d 1542. 220 USPQ 193 
(Fed- CIr. 1983). 
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Ii is insufiiciem Thai ihe an disclosed componems of Applicants' invention. A teaching, 
suggestion, or incentive must exist to make the combination made by Applicants. Incerconnecr 
Pianninii Corp. v. FeiL 774 F.2d 1 132, 1 143, 227 USPQ 543, 551 (Fed. Cir. 1988), 

The Patent Office provided no teaching as to why one having ordinary skill in the art 
would have been led to combine Masters. Blanchard et ai and Gordon to create Applicant's 
invciuion. Since the Patent Oft^ice faded to establish a pamu faut^ case of obviousness, 
Applicant behcvcs thai the rejection of Claims 6-13, 15-16, 31-38 and 40-41 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) should be wiibdrawn. Notice to thai effect is requested. 

As CO the rejection of Clainns 5, 17-1 8 and 30 under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) as bemg unpatentable 
Qvtr Masters in v^ew of Bhnchard in further view ofLambtfrrset^, Applicant respectfully ossens 
that the claim is further believed allowable over Masters, Blanchard and Lambensen for the same 
reasons set fonh with respect to independent Claims 1 and 22, since the claim sets fonh additional 
novel elements of Applicant's Method of Visuahzing differing types of window coverings within a 
room 5eiimg. Moreover, Applicant respectfully asseas that the amendment lo Claims 1 and 22 
lurihcr djsimguish the present invention from the pnor art reference. 

LarnbenstfH teaches u virtual makeover system and method are disclosed which dlows users 
to apply beauty products to a personal photographic image, thereby creatmg a digitally enhanced 
imagvr The isystem includes a product catalog, a palette database, and an image database, all of 
which may be accessed by a user via a conuTiunicaiions network or stored on the hard drive of a 
user's computer. Users can upload digital photographs of themselves or others, or can retrieve an 
image from the image database, and outline various features in the photograph. The user may apply 
selected beauty products available in The product catalog to the various features. 

The Patent Office provided no teaching as to why one having ordinary skill in the an would 
have been led to combine Masters and Lambensen to create Applicant's invention. Since the Patent 
Office failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. Applicant believes that the rejection of 
Claims 5, 17-18, and 30 under 35 U.S.C, §]03(a) should be wiihdrttwn. Notice to that effect is 
requested. 



13 



PAGE1»18'RCVDAT9S6/20067:58:26PM [Eastern Da^^^^^ 



S8P-26-06 05:03piD Fron-RUTAN i TUCKER. LLP. 



714-546-9035 



T-094 P. 16/18 F-541 



Finally, the Paiem Office rejecied Claims 14 and 39 under 35 U.S.C, §l03(a) as being 
unpaiemable over MQsttrr:^ in view otNardozzi al. Applicant respectfully asserts that the claim is 
funher believed allowable over Masters and Nardozzi ex at. for the same reasons set forth with 
respect to independent Claims 1 and 22, since the claim sets fonh additional novel elements of 
Applicant's Method of Visualizing differing types of window covenngs within a room setting. 
Moreover, Applicant respecifiiUy asserts that the amendment to Claims I and 22 funher distinguish 
the present invention from the prior ait reference. 

Nardozzi ex aL discloses a methodt system and apparatus for displaying photofmishing 
goods and/or services that are being offered for sale. An apparatus is provided winch includes a 
display device for displaying photofmishing goods and/or services that are being offered for sale 
and a computer for controlling what is displayed on the display device. A computer software 
proijram u also provide for programming ihe computer so that a plurality of the photofmishing 
goudsi und/ur services will be displayed on the display device and for program monitonng the 
iales the phorofimshmg goods. The system allows for the remote reprogrammmg of the 
computer for modifying and or re-urr»nging the position of the pbotofinishing goods and/or 
services on the display device. 

However, Nardozzi ex aL has no relation whatsoever to the present mvention. It is completely 
non-analogous an. Further the Patent Office has provided no teaching as to why one having ordinary 
skill in the ait would have been led to combine Masxers, Blanehard and Nardozzi ex ai to create 
Applicant's invention. Since the Patent Office failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. 
Applicant believes thai the rejection of Claims 14 and 39 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) should be 
withdrawn. Nottce to that etfeci is requested. 

li 13 submuied that the question under §103 is whether ihe totality of the an would 
collecriveJy suggest the claimed invention to one of ordinary skill in ibis art. In re Simon, 461 
F.2d 1387, 174 USPQ 1 14 (CCPA }972). 

inai elements, even distinguishing elements, are disclosed in the art is alone insufficient. 
It is common to find elements somewhere in the art. Moreover, most if not all elements perform 
their ordanied and expected functions. The test is whether the invention as a whole, in light of 
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That elements, even distinguishing elements, are disclosed in the art is alone insufficient- 
It is common to find elements somewhere in the an. Moreover, most if not all elements perform 
their ordained and expected functions. The test is whether the invention as a whole, in light of 
the teaching of the reference, would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in flxe art at the 
time the invention was made. Connell v. Sears- Roefauck & Co., 722 F.2d 1 542, 220 USPQ 193 
(Fed. Cir. 1983). 

It is insufSficient that the art disclosed components of AppUcams' invention. A teaching, 
suggestion, or incentive must exist to make the combination made by Applicants. Tmerconnect 
Planning CoiD, v. FeiL 774 F,2d 1132, 1143, 227 USPQ 543, SSl (Fed- Cir. 1988). 

In view of the foregoing reniarks and amendments, the rejection of Claims 14 and 39 
under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Masters in view ofNardozn ei aL has been 
overcome and should be withdrawn. Notice to that effect is requested. 

Claims 2-2 1 depend from Claim I ; and Claims 23^ depend from Claim 22, These claims 
are further believed allowable for the same reasons set forth with respect to independent Claims 1 
and 22 since each sets forth additional novel components and steps of Applicant's Method for 
visuaU2ing differing types of window coverings wiihm a room setting. 

Request For Allowance 

In view of the foregoing remarks, AppUcant respectfully submits that all of the claims in the 
application are in allowable form and that tho application is now in condition for allowance. If any 
outstanding issues remain, AppMcant urges the Patent Oflice to telephone AppUcant's anomcy so 
that the same may be resolved and the application eaqpedited to issue. Applicant requests the Patent 
Office to indicate all claims as allowable and to pass the application to issue. 
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Respectfully 




Hani Z. Sayed 
Regisiranon No. 52,544 



Rutan & Tucker 
61 1 Anton Blvd.. U"* Floor 
Costa Mesa, CA 92626-1931 
Telephone (714)641-5100 
Fax (714) 546-9035 
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